E Introduction
The increasing influx of international students into American planning schools has added a new dimension to the ongoing debate about planning education.' During the American Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) conferences in Atlanta (1985) , Milwaukee (1986) , and Los Angeles (1987) , a number of panel discussions were devoted to international planning education. The issue was further discussed during the ACSP meeting in Buffalo (1988) .
The questions being raised about the increasing enrollment of foreign students in planning schools are very similar to those raised during the 1960s about increased foreign student enrollment in other professional schools in U.S. universities. For example: Are foreign students properly selected and screened? Are they coming to the U.S. at the proper level of their educational development ? Is their command of the English language sufficient ? Are universities adjusting their academic standards in evaluating the foreign students' performance? Are these students taking resources away from American students? Are the American taxpayers subsidizing the education of international students? (See IIE 1981; Scully 1980; Spaulding and Flack 1976.) Though all of these questions deserve attention, they are not the focus of this paper.
I want to raise another question instead: Is the education offered in U.S. planning schools relevant for students from low-income countries? This is not a new question. Charles Abrams first raised it in 1964; since then, others have raised the same question intermittently (Wheaton 1968; Friedmann 1973a; Fisher 1981; Hansen 1985; Qadeer 1984) . My purpose in reopening the question of relevance in planning education is, however, different from those of my predecessors. I want to interject some fresh thinking on this issue based on a very different understanding of the world we inhabit, the times in which we live, and the future for which we are prepar-ing the students of today. Let me elaborate this point by a very brief summary of why the question of relevance was raised in the past. Abrams' (1964) intention in raising the question was to mobilize funding for starting a university in Turkey.
This was not because he felt U.S. education was irrelevant for Turkish students, but because he wanted to introduce the U.S. style of education in Turkey and also contribute to institution building, both of which he considered essential for Turkey's development. Wheaton (1968) raised the relevancy issue for a totally different reason. He was worried that the education of students from poor countries was contributing to immigration, because these students, once exposed to Western affluence, were reluctant to return to their countries. To counteract this, Wheaton proposed that these students be provided monetary incentives to return to their coun- tries. ' Hansen's (1985) more recent argument is similar to Wheaton's in the sense that he too is concerned about foreign students living in the U.S. after graduation. Hansen argues that if foreign students are trained in American planning practices, they are more likely to stay in the U.S. because of employment possibilities. Hence, he proposes that they be taught foreign planning practices, which will make them unattractive to American employers and thereby also stop the &dquo;brain drain&dquo; from poor to rich countries.
That foreign students should be trained in planning practices more appropnate for their countries of origin has been stressed by others, though for different reasons. For example, Friedmann (1973a) and Fisher (1981) have argued that foreign students who return to their countries after graduation often feel a deep sense of frustration at not being able to utilize their training abroad. Their education in the U.S. almost invariably contributes to &dquo;trained incompetence,&dquo; wrote Friedmann (1986) , because of the wide differences in the institutional contexts and in socioeconomic priorities between the U.S. and the poor countries. This point of view has been stressed lately by Third World planning academicians, including some who teach in Western planning schools (Qadeer 1984; Banerjee 1985) .
International agencies which in the past funded the study of poor countries' students in Western planning schools have also begun to take this view into account in their funding policies. Hence, it is quite common to hear these days that planning education for the poor countries' students should be provided by the poor countries' universities, with some assistance from universities abroad if required (Kunzmann 1985; Rodwin 1986 ; The Center for Human Settlements 1984). Some have even argued that there are already a number of good planning programs in the poor countries, but their students continue to be admitted to U.S. planning schools to counteract the decline of American student enrollment (Qadeer 1986 ).
In responding to these concerns and criticisms, Ameri- can planning schools have pursued two approaches so far. The first and more prevalent approach has been to continue with the same set of courses for both the American and foreign students, with one or two new ad hoc courses on Third World planning added to the curriculum. Usually, the small and medium-sized planning schools have followed this approach, partly because they lack the resources to offer any more courses, partly because they believe that the poor countries' students should be taking American planning courses because they come to the U.S to learn from the American experience. Implicit in this approach is a rather traditional and somewhat colonial notion: that the purpose of American planning education for foreign students is to transfer know-how from the U.S., where there is plenty, to the poor nations, where it is lacking. The vision of the world that shapes this charitable notion of education is that all countries are moving along the Rostowian &dquo;S&dquo; curve of development, and that the countries at the bottom of the curve should pattern themselves after the ones at the top, if that is where they eventually want to be.
The second approach to planning education of poor countries' students is quite different in orientation. Organized (Rostow 1971 (Meier 1984) . The birth of the discipline of Development Economics in the early 1950s had also strengthened the claims for public planning (Hirschman 1981 (Banerjee 1985 (Alonso 1986 ). This is very much a product of the American tradition whereby public planning, to the extent it is accepted, is confined to the local level (Dyckman 1978 (Nocks 1974 (Prebisch 1979 (Zetter 1981; Brine 1972 ).'
The difference between the poor and the rich countries received the highest attention in neo-Marxist criticism, which by the early 1970s had emerged as a strong contender to orthodox development theory. The principal targets of the neo-Marxist criticism were the notions that the poor and the rich nations were tied by a mutually beneficial relationship, and that the poor nations would eventually industrialize in much the same way as the rich nations. The neo-Marxists argued that, in reality, the rich and poor nations were tied by a mechanism of &dquo;unequal exchange,&dquo; which created dependency of the poor nations on the rich, &dquo;underdeveloped&dquo; the poor nations' economies, and transferred surplus to the rich countries (Amin 1977; Frank 1969 ). To retain this global system of unequal exchange, a cadre of global managers was required, the Marxists argued; and they criticized the universities in the rich countries for catering to that need (Gorg 1976 (Sutton 1982 (Friedmann 1973b; Rittel and Webber 1973; Godchalk 1974 ). Prior to the riots, American urban planners had been preoccupied with postwar affluence. Many had defined their task mainly in terms of construction of large-scale land use and transportation models which, they believed, helped in the &dquo;rational allocation of resources.&dquo; These were times of growth and prosperity, of large-scale suburbanization and federal highway construction (Krueckeberg 1983 (Patterson 1981 This is more a principle-oriented position than a pragmatic one. International students are likely to continue to come to the U.S. for various reasons, not the least of which may be to learn the &dquo;how to&dquo; of development planning (Fisher 1981) .9 This, some argue, is a good reason to offer &dquo;special programs&dquo; in developing country planning, since neither the success nor the failure of U.S. planning experience is relevant for the poor countries. At first hearing, this line of argument may seem less arrogant and more convincing than the traditional notion that international students should learn things the Western way. There is, however, an ethnocentric attitude implicit in this proposition too. Why? Because it is based on the assumption that the poor countries' students come to the U.S. planning schools to learn about the &dquo;specificities&dquo; of the problems back home. This is a wrong assumption (Dandekar 1984 (Fishlow et al. 1980; Green 1983; Cardoso 1980 ). For our purpose, it is important to recognize that the economies of both the rich and the poor nations are in serious trouble and that this is not coincidental. Rather, the common problems have emerged from a growing connection between these nations in a global system of production and consumption based on ownership, commodity trade, and technological and financial links (Bienefeld and Godfrey 1982) .1° The common economic problem has challenged the conventional wisdom that while the poor nations must transcend structural barriers to achieve economic growth, the rich nations can ensure steady growth by neutralizing periodic cyclical fluctuations of the economy through Keynesian policies. The current crisis shows that both the rich and poor nations are confronted with structural problems of readjustment to a global economy over which neither seems to have much control (Seers 1979 (Offe 1987; Gough 1979 The implications of these macro trends for urban problems in both the rich and poor nations came under discussion in planning literature only a few years back (Friedmann and Wolff 1982; Smith and Feagin 1987 (Isserman 1985) .
This loss of vision and confidence is a serious professional deficiency, particularly now, when planning is under attack from both the right and left of the ideological spectrum (Dyckman 1987 (Moggridge 1980) . They had signed an accord which for all purposes was really an Anglo-American deal (Gardner 1969) . John Maynard Keynes had objected to even this minimalist participation by poor countries on the grounds that they would turn the conference into &dquo;monkey-business&dquo; (Moggridge 1980, 42) . He obviously had no conception of the important role the poor countries would play in the global economy within the next twenty years. Now, as we approach the beginning of the twenty-first century, these nations must be heard from and their claims must be taken into account if global capitalism is to transcend the current crisis (Helleiner 1984) . This is not going to be an easy task. As Strange (1984) (Sassen 1985 In encouraging our students to think about reform, we need to be particularly careful about two aspects. First, our objective is not to make the students think that all that is required to transcend the crisis is global-level planning about which only a global elite should decide. We should clearly explain to the students the nature of the current linkages between global and local affairs, that reform at one level now requires reform at the other level, and that the implementation of such reforms requires consensus building at both levels. Because most planning students will probably work at the local level -i.e., at the city or regional level -it is important that we provide them a conceptual framework to &dquo;think globally&dquo; and yet &dquo;act locally&dquo; in devising specific reform measures. They must also be constantly reminded that for any reform to be successfully implemented, broad-based local support is essential. How such support can be generated is as important an issue as the type of reform the students may think of. We need to emphasize that all along. A discussion of the American democratic process of decision making may be useful in this matter. As students are asked to compare the decision-making process in their countries with that of the U.S., they may begin to question the nature of the state-society relationship in nondemocratic governments. What will emerge from such discussions will be a higher level of sensitivity among the students about the normative aspects of state-society relationships -an issue that is at the heart of the planning profession.
The second aspect we must be careful about is not to encourage a statist mentality among the students. They should not be led to think that government intervention is the panacea for the current crisis. Instead, they must realistically assess the limits of state involvement under the current circumstances, and search for possibilities to involve market forces and the civil society in devising solutions. Again, an awareness of this nature of the limits and possibilities of state activity can be cultivated quite well by highlighting the contrast of extensive public planning in most poor countries and the relative absence of it in the U.S. Myrdal (1957) had noted this apparent contrast when he studied poor nations in Asia after completing his research on the problems of American blacks. He wrote about it as a paradox: there was too much planning in poor countries with too little institutional capacity to plan and implement; and conversely, too little planning in countries such as the U.S., with more than adequate resources and well-established public institutions. The discovery of such paradoxes can be a learning experience for both American and international students. They may then begin to be more critical of their countries' planning/nonplanning experience. An indirect benefit of this critical inquiry will be a better understanding of how historical circumstances have shaped social decisions -to plan comprehensively in poor nations, and not to plan in the U.S. This kind of historical understanding will help the students appreciate that social decisions are time-bound. As a result, they may then be able to appreciate why there is a need to rethink the role of planning under the present circumstances.
A critical discourse of this nature, involving students from all over the world, is likely to provide an additional benefit: it can, if properly guided, contribute to a more definite and clearly articulated definition of a worldwide professional philosophy. The need for such a philosophy, which would serve as the basis for a common ethic, a core of shared ideology, a shared sense of mission, and a common culture, has been noted by American planners for many years (Perloff 1985c; Dyckman 1978; Lim 1986; Susskind 1984 There is, of course, no certainty that a cross-national approach to planning education will lead to the discovery of a universal planning doctrine. Some have even argued that such a search for general principles and a professional philosophy may be fruitless, considering the diversity of planning tasks and institutional arrangements within which planners operate (Mandelbaum 1979) . I disagree because the benefit of the process lies as much in understanding what Rodwin (1986) has called &dquo;the limits of truth&dquo; as in arriving at general planning principles. In a world where &dquo;the truth&dquo; of how to develop and plan (or not plan) has so far flowed unidirectionally from the rich to the poor nations, a consensus about the limits of such truth may be quite an appropriate way to begin collective rethinking about how to face the current problems.
It is appropriate, then, that American planning schools should begin to reorient planning education to respond to the emerging global trends. If that sounds like an unrealistic and unprecedented demand, it is not so. The evolutionary history of American planning education indicates a gradual expansion of intellectual focus, from preoccupation with beautifying projects to communitylevel planning, followed by city planning, and eventually to regional planning (Perloff 1985a) . It is time to expand the focus further by taking into account national and international factors that are likely to have a farreaching influence on planning. This is not so much a question of looking into the future as it is a question of not overlooking fairly well-established trends on the horizon. American planning schools must begin to acknowledge these trends and anticipate the need for new knowledge and methods. Otherwise, as in the past, planning education will only follow somewhat haltingly after the march of practical events (Perloff 1985b (Sassen 1984 (Richardson 1987) . Recently, Columbia University's planning program tried a different format of the same approach in Haiti, where American and international students jointly analyzed planning problems (Downs and Voltaire 1987) . It is possible that once such small experiments prove to be useful, some planning schools may structure a set of courses leading toward a professional degree in comparative development planning. Seers (1979) (as opposed to "develop") the economies of poor countries (Seers 1979 (Szelenyi 1984; Sanyal 1986 N References
